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October  18,  1972 
To  the  Honorable  the  Mayor: 

A  3-alarin  fire  broke  out  at  173  Marlborough  Street,  a  4-story  masonry  and 
wood  construction  lodging  house,  shortly  before  8  o'clock  A.M.  on  Sunday,  March  19, 
1972.   Two  residents  of  the  building,  Mr.  Richard  Donahue,  age  65,  and  Miss  Mary 
Cross,  age  61,  died  in  or  as  a  result  of  the  fire  and  another  resident.  Miss  Linda 
Ludden,  age  29,  received  severe  second  and  third  degree  burns  and  spent  two  and 
one-half  months  recuperating  at  the  Massachusetts  General  Hospital.   At  the  time  of 
the  fire,  the  building  was  being  operated  by  Carney  Realty  Trust  as  a  lodging  house 
under  a  license,  dated  May  17,  1971.   In  their  license  application  the  owners  dis- 
closed that  the  premises  contained  fourteen  letting  rooms,  one  in  the  basement, 
two  on  the  first  floor,  three  on  the  second  floor,  and  eight  above  the  second  floor 
and  that  there  was  a  person,  resident  on  the  premises,  who  was  to  be  in  charge  of 
the  building.   The  Red  Cross,  who  were  at  the  scene  of  the  fire,  reported  that  they 
had  checked  out  the  names  of  twenty  persons,  resident  in  the  building  and  that  they 
had  not  included  in  their  listing  some  of  the  overnight  guests. 

According  to  a  report  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  confirmed  by 
the  City  Fire  Marshal,  the  fire  apparently  started  from  defective  electrical  wiring 
in  the  first  floor  hallway.   Heavy  smoke  quickly  accumulated  throughout  the  structure 


which  made  escape  by  the  main  stairway  impossible.   The  residents  of  the  building 
were  aroused  by  the  yelling  of  Harold  Broussard,  the  resident  manager,  and  the 
surviving  upstairs  tenants  made  their  escapes  by  means  of  the  fire  escape. 

When  it  was  brought  to  our  attention  that  the  building  at  the  time  of 
the  fire  may  have  been   occupied  in  excess  of  its  lawful  capacity  and  after  receiv- 
ing complaints  from  neighbors  and  former  residents  of  the  building  that  the  means 
of  egress  at  the  time  of  the  fire  were  inadequate,  a  hearing  into  the  circumstances 
of  the  fire  was  held  by  the  Finance  Commission  on  April  11,  1972.   Facts  devel- 
oped at  that  hearing  and  from  our  subsequent  investigation  raise  serious  questions 
as  to  the  effectiveness  of  existing  lodging  house  regulations  in  the  City  of 
Boston  and  confirm  the  need  for  consolidating  regulatory  responsibilities  for 
this  and  other  types  of  residential  housing  now  divided  between  several  City 
agencies.   Our  investigation  also  forced  us  to  consider  the  appropriateness  of 
delegating  to  the  owners  of  lodging  houses  and  other  residential  properties  a 
far  heavier  burden  of  self -regulation.   We  conclude  that  owners  of  residential 
rental  property  should  be  required  to  exercise  a  greater  measure  of  responsibility 
in  the  regulatory  scheme  of  the  City. 

Section  2  -  The  Regulatory  Problem. 

The  Licensing  Board,  the  Building  Department,  the  Housing  Inspection 
Department,  the  Fire  Department,  and  the  Police  Department,  all  participate  in 
one  way  or  another  in  the  regulation  of  lodging  houses  in  Boston. 

(a)  -  The  Licensing  Board. 

The  Licensing  Board  is  responsible  for  the  licensing  of  approximately 
1300  lodging  houses  in  the  City.  These  licenses  run  for  a  period  of  one  year  - 
in  the  case  of  173  Marlborough  Street  from  May  1,  1971  to  April  30,  1972  -  and 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2011  with  funding  from 

Boston  Public  Library 


http://www.archive.org/details/reportonneedformOObost 


the  effective  starting  date  is  stated  on  the  face  of  each  license.   Before  a 
lodging  house  license  can  be  issued  the  premises  must  be  subjected  to  (in  Boston 
at  least)  an  annual  inspection  to  determine  whether  egress  and  other  basic  public 
safety  conditions  required  by  Chapter  143  of  the  General  Laws  are  satisfied.   Under 
the  regulatory  scheme  when  a  lodging  house  has  been  inspected  and  found  in  satis- 
factory condition,  an  inspection  certificate  is  issued.   Inspection  certificates, 
also,  are  only  valid  for  one  year  and  expire  one  year  from  the  date  on  which  the 
premises  are  inspected  and  found  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  General  Laws.   The 
continued  effectiveness  of  a  lodging  house  license  depends  upon  there  being  an 
underlying  inspection  certificate  which  is  also  valid  and  current.   Since  the 
Licensing  Board  in  the  City  of  Boston  has  no  inspection  agents  and  its  work  is 
essentially  clerical  in  nature,  it  lacks  the  capacity  to  conduct  building  inspec- 
tions itself  and  leaves  such  inspections  to  the  Building  Department.   This  pro- 
cedure was  followed  in  the  case  of  173  Marlborough  Street.   Here,  the  inspection 
certificate  indicates  that  173  Marlborough  Street  had  last  been  inspected  by  the 
Building  Department  on  October  16,  1970.   The  certificate  lists  next  to  the  cate- 
gory "occupancy  and  maximum  capacity"  sixteen  persons  and  further  states  that 
egress  and  means  of  escape  from  fire  are  sufficient  for  seventy-five  persons. 
Since  this  inspection  certificate  was  issued  on  October  16,  1970,  for  one  year, 
it  expired  on  October  15,  1971  -  five  months  before  the  fatal  fire  of  March  19, 
1972.   At  the  time  of  the  fire,  therefore,  not  only  was  the  underlying  inspection 
certificate  out  of  date,  no  inspection  of  the  premises  had  occurred  for  a  period 
of  seventeen  months.   According  to  testimony  of  a  representative  of  the  Licensing 
Board,  the  Board  had  no  reason  to  question  the  license  and  assumed  that  if  anything 
had  been  "wrong"  they  felt  they  would  have  received  word  from  another  department. 

(b)  The  Building  Department. 

The  Building  Department  conducts  annual  inspections  and  issues  inspection 
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certificates  for  lodging  houses  which  are  valid  for  one  year.   The  Supervisor  of 
the  Building  Department,  in  describing  their  inspection  policy,  said  that  the 
Licensing  Board  sends  application  lists  for  lodging  house  license  renewals  to  the 
Building  Department  and  that  his  Department  will  then  inspect  the  premises  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  a  lodging  house  license.   The  Chief  Egress  Inspector  for  the 
Building  Department,  however,  indicated  that  this  is  not  always  the  procedure.   He 
said  that  his  inspectors  try  to  get  to  all  lodging  houses  early  each  year  so  as  to 
have  their  inspections  completed  by  the  time  the  renewal  applications  come  in.   It 
is  only  when  these  routine  inspections  have  not  been  completed  that  the  Licensing 
Board  will  actually  request  the  Building  Department  to  inspect  a  lodging  house. 
The  Building  Department  representatives  confirmed  that  the  inspection  certificate 
issued  for  173  Marlborough  Street  had  expired  October  15,  1971  and  that  consequent- 
ly the  lodging  house  license,  thereafter,  was  no  longer  valid  by  its  own  term 
since  the  law  provides  that  "if  ...  (a)  building  certificate  has  expired  this 
lodging  house  license  shall  not  continue  in  force." 

The  Building  Department  records  in  this  case  raised  another  question. 
The  jacket  containing  the  Building  Department  records  of  173  Marlborough  Street 
do  not  disclose  the  fact  that  in  addition  to  fourteen  rooms,  this  building  contained 
two  apartment  units  (on  the  basement  and  first  floors)  which  were  not  included  or 
even  considered  in  the  calculations  of  building  capacity  either  by  the  Building 
Department  or,  even,  by  the  Licensing  Board.   On  what  legal  basis,  if  any,  the 
two  apartments  were  occupied  at  the  time  of  this  fire  is  unclear.   What  is  clear, 
however,  is  that  both  the  Licensing  Board  and  the  Building  Department  believed  that 
173  Marlborough  Street  was  a  lodging  house  only  and  could  not  have  considered  the 
two  apartment  units  when  calculating  the  maximum  building  capacity  for  the  license. 
In  other  words,  the  appropriate  City  agencies  were  not  fully  aware  of  the  actual 
total  occupancy  of  the  structure  when  they  conducted  their  inspection  and  issued 
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the  license. 

(c)  The  Housing  Inspection  Department. 

The  Housing  Inspection  Department  has  a  broad  jurisdiction  over  state 
and  local  sanitary  and  building  codes  but  most  of  its  work  involves  responses  to 
complaints  from  citizens  and  other  City  agencies.   The  Housing  Inspection  Depart- 
ment also  performs  all  inspections  in  the  case  of  a  new  lodging  house  license  or 
in  the  case  where  a  change  of  ownership  of  a  lodging  house  occurs.   Since  the 
license  at  173  Marlborough  Street  was  a  simple  annual  renewal  matter  and  no  speci- 
fic complaints  had  been  received  from  residents  of  the  building,  the  Housing 
Inspection  Department  had  no  contact  with  this  building  according  to  its  files. 

(d)  The  Fire  Department. 

Inspector  Reardon  of  the  Boston  Fire  Department,  Fire  Prevention  Division, 
had  checked  the  area  of  173  Marlborough  Street  after  a  fire  at  171  Marlborough 
Street  in  June  of  1971.   The  bizarre  circumstances  leading  up  to  the  fire  at  171 
Marlborough  Street  and  the  procedural  aftermath  are  too  complex  to  describe  in 
this  report;  however,  it  is  not  irrelevant  to  note  that  next  door  to  173  Marlborough 
Street  was  a  building,  gutted  the  previous  year  by  fire,  under  tax  foreclosure  but 
still  occupied  against  the  will  of  the  City  by  a  person  of  eccentric  habits,  in- 
cluding a  proclivity  for  collecting  and  storing,  on  the  premises,  large  amounts 
of  combustible  material. 

Fire  Marshal  Dolan,  in  charge  of  the  Fire  Prevention  Division,  inspected 
the  building  at  173  Marlborough  Street  after  the  fire.   He  told  us  that  compliance 
with  egress  requirements  is  a  responsibility  of  the  Building  Department,  and  that 
the  only  fire  regulations  that  are  his  to  enforce  at  present  are  the  ones  that  deal 
with  emergency  lighting  and  the  maintenance  of  free  and  unobstructed  exits.   Marshal 


Dolan  testified  that  it  was  not  unusual  to  find,  as  in  this  case,  a  total  number 
of  building  occupants  far  in  excess  of  the  maximum  number  permitted  by  the  license. 
He  said  he  finds  this  condition  very  frequently  in  all  parts  of  the  City  in  dormi- 
tories, sorority  and  fraternity  houses  and  rooming  houses.   He  said  overoccupancy 
is  a  serious  problem  and  a  distinct  fire  hazard  since  guests  in  such  buildings 
frequently  do  not  know  how  to  get  out  of  the  building  in  an  emergency.   At  the 
hearing  he  cited  a  recent  death  in  a  South  End  rooming  house  as  an  example.   Despite 
the  dangers  of  overoccupancy,  the  regulatory  agencies  apparently  are  not  clear 
whether  overoccupancy  actually  violates  any  legal  requirement.  Whatever  the  situa- 
tion in  the  case  of  an  apartment  building,  it  seems  to  us  rather  clear,  on  the 
face  of  things,  that  occupancy  above  the  limit  set  by  a  lodging  house  license  is 
an  illegal  occupancy.   Despite  this  fact,  it  developed  at  the  hearing  that  by  no 
means  do  all  lodging  house  owners  publicly  post  notices  that  residents  are  not 
allowed  to  have  guests. 

(e)  Police  Department. 

The  Police  Department  also  acts  as  an  agent  for  the  Licensing  Board. 
They  deliver,  by  hand,  the  license  renewal  forms  to  lodging  house  owners.   They 
also  answer  complaints  where  violations  of  the  law  have  come  to  their  attention. 
We  can  find  no  evidence  of  complaints  with  respect  to  these  premises  in  the  Police 
Department  files. 

Section  3  -  The  Owners  and  Their  Responsibilities. 

The  owners  and  licensees  of  lodging  houses  presumably  also  have  responsi- 
bility for  carrying  out  the  laws  governing  lodging  houses.   In  the  case  of  173 
Marlborough  Street,  however,  there  appears  to  us  to  be  a  question  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  these  responsibilities  were  discharged.   Chapter  143,  Section  21,  of  the 
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General  Laws  of  the  Commonwealth  states: 

"The  owner  of  a  lodging  house  shall  provide  such  building 
with  proper  egress  for  use  of  all  persons  lodged  therein. 
The  egresses  or  means  of  escape  shall  be  kept  unobstructed 
and  in  good  repair  and  ready  for  use.   The  word,  EXIT,  in 
letters  not  less  than  five  inches  in  height  shall  be 
placed  on  the  egress." 

One  of  the  owners  who  testified  that  she  came  by  the  property  once  a 
week  to  collect  the  rent  and  further  that  whenever  she  was  in  the  area  she  always 
dropped  in  to  look  at  the  building,  told  us  there  were  exit  signs  on  all  the  doors 
leading  to  the  fire  escape;  and,  also,  that  there  was  egress  from  the  hall  on  the 
top  floor  by  a  ladder  to  a  skylight  in  the  roof.   However,  the  statements  of  some 
of  the  tenants  who  testified  or  who  were  interviewed  by  us  raise  several  questions 
as  to  how  clearly  the  egress  was  marked  and  whether  the  ladder  was  in  usuable 
condition.   One  tenant,  who  was  badly  burned,  reported  that  she  occupied  a  room 
on  the  fourth  floor  which  had  an  interior  window  only  which  led  "no  place".   She 
also  testified  that  there  was  no  exit  or  fire  escape  sign  on  her  floor  and  that 
the  top  three  rungs  on  the  ladder  to  the  skylight  were  missing  and  that  the  skylight 
had  been  locked.   Although  the  building  contained  a  gong  alarm,  none  of  the  tenants 
interviewed  by  us  recalled  a  fire  gong  sounding  during  their  escape  although  there 
was  testlia  my  by  the  Fire  Department  that  a  gong  was  sounding  when  they  arrived. 
One  tenant  said  that  a  nail  had  been  driven  into  her  window  to  keep  it  from  opening 
too  far  which  prevented  her,  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  from  being  able  to  get  out 
of  the  building  through  that  window. 

Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  although  Chapter  143,  Section  44,  of  the 
General  Laws  requires  that  "The  keeper  of  every  lodging  , . .  (to  have)  a  notice  de- 
scriptive of  the  means  of  escape  conspicuously  posted  in  every  sleeping  place, 
preferably  near  the  door  which  opens  into  the  main  egress  or  means  of  escape,"  one 
resident  who  was  seriously  injured  in  the  fire  stated  that  she  was  not  familiar  with 
the  means  of  escape,  had  never  been  instructed  as  to  the  means  of  escape,  and  had  not 
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seen  the  means  of  escape  posted.  A  ten-year  resident  of  the  building  could  not 
recall  when  he  first  moved  into  the  premises  whether  he  had  been  instructed  as 
to  a  way  to  get  out  of  the  building  or  whether  there  was  a  diagram  of  egress 
anywhere  in  the  building.   One  door  which  had  previously  been  marked  as  an  emer- 
gency exit  had  been  painted  over  sometime  before  the  fire  and  the  words  "emergency 
exit"  had  not  been  replaced  on  the  door.   The  same  long-term  resident  stated  that 
he  had  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  other  persons  in  the  lodging  house  and  further 
stated  that  as  a  practical  matter  he  didn't  know  or  have  a  personal  relationship 
with  any  of  the  people. 

Section  4  -  Findings. 

After  reviewing  the  inter-agency  procedures  for  the  inspection  and 
licensing  of  lodging  houses  in  Boston,  it  appears  that  current  policies  do  not 
adequately  define  and  concentrate  the  regulatory  responsibilities  of  the  City. 
The  Licensing  Board  has  the  responsibility  of  issuing  a  license  only  if  the  lodging 
house  has  been  certified  by  the  Building  Department.   In  the  case  of  173  Marlborough 
Street,  the  license  for  this  lodging  house  had  been  issued  May  17,  1971,  while  the 
Building  Department  inspection  certificate  expired  October  15,  1971  and  was  not 
re-issued. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearing,  the  question  whether  the  lodging  house 
license  was  invalid  after  October  15,  1971  was  brought  up  and  City  representatives 
stated  that  through  "illness"  or  "something"  the  inspection  certificate  had  not  been 
renewed  but  there  was  "no  problem"  with  the  building.   This  does  not  seem  the  way 
to  run  licensing  procedures  for  residential  housing  in  Boston.   Five  months  had 
elapsed  between  the  expiration  of  the  inspection  certificate  and  the  day  of  the 
fire.   If  one  adds  to  that  the  twelve  months  that  had  passed  since  the  building  last 
had  been  inspected,  there  is  no  reasonable  basis  to  a s sume  that  an  inspection  in 


late  1971  or  early  1972  would  not  have  disclosed  problems  in  this  building. 

The  premises  at  173  Marlborough  Street  according  to  the  testimony  of 
tenants,  if  true,  would  seem  to  violate  several  egress  regulations,  i.e.,  the 
ladder  to  the  skylight  had  several  rungs  missing  and  the  skylight  was  locked,  the 
means  of  egress  were  not  clearly  marked  as  such  and  there  was  no  notice  located  in 
the  rooms  or  anywhere  else  to  indicate  the  means  of  escape  from  the  building. 
There  is  also  some  question  whether  the  fire  alarm  system  ever  worked  or  whether 
it  was  operating  properly  when  the  fire  broke  out.   There  also  is  the  question 
of  overoccupancy.   This  building  had  been  licensed  for  sixteen  persons  but  ac- 
cording to  Red  Cross  observers  there  were  over  twenty  persons  sleeping  there  on 
the  morning  of  the  fire.   Testimony  from  residents  confirms  the  fact  that  occupants 
of  rooms  had  roommates  and/or  guests  living  in  the  premises  with  them. 

Representatives  of  the  Fire  Department  made  it  very  clear  that  over- 
occupancy  creates  a  substantial  public  safety  hazard. 

A  better  structured  system  of  licensing  and  inspection  is  needed.   The 
Licensing  Board,  apparently,  when  dealing  with  residential  housing  matters  is  out 
of  their  field  which  is  primarily  clerical  in  nature.   They  are  obliged  to  rely 
upon  the  Building  Department  for  all  inspections  but  unfortunately  this  relation- 
ship does  not  guarantee  that  the  inspection  certificates  and  licenses  issued  on 
the  basis  of  those  certificates  will  coincide  as  to  date.  As  a  result  of  these 
factors,  residents  of  lodging  houses  in  the  City  are  not  properly  protected. 

Since  the  Licensing  Board  has  no  inspection  agents  of  its  own,  it  would 
appear  to  make  sense  to  transfer  the  entire  licensing  process  to  a  department  in 
the  City  that  does  have  an  inspection  capacity.  At  present  the  only  department 
with  that  capacity  is  the  Building  Department.   It  may  also  be  practical  to  transfer 
from  the  Housing  Inspection  Department  to  the  Building  Department  the  job  of  in- 
specting new  lodging  house  licenses  or  those  where  a  change  of  ownership  has 
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occurred.   If  all  of  these  inspections  were  vested  in  one  department  and  that 
department  had  the  authority  to  issue  the  licenses  only  after  it  had  actually 
inspected  the  premises,  the  City  would  have  a  more  effective  control  over  this 
important  licensing  function. 

Another  important  question  which  is  raised  by  our  investigation  is  the 
measure  of  responsibility  that  owners  of  residential  housing  should  recognize  when 
dealing  with  the  public.   The  Finance  Commission  in  a  report  entitled  "Abandoned 
Buildings"  issued  November,  1970,  recommended  that  owners  of  residential  property 
be  required  to  satisfy  basic  qualifications  so  as  to  ensure  that  their  premises 
will  be  competently  and  safely  managed.   It  must  be  remembered  that  owners  of 
lodging  houses  and  other  forms  of  residential  real  estate  are  engaged  in  a  form 
of  commerce  which  is  intimately  connected  with  the  public  welfare.  Accordingly 
they  ought  to  be  held  to  a  high  level  of  responsibility  for  the  safety  of  the 
rental  property  and  the  welfare  of  their  tenants.   In  the  case  of  173  Marlborough 
Street  the  owner  made  several  statements  that  were  not  only  inconsistent  with 
conditions  in  the  building  as  described  by  tenants  but  suggested  that  the  owners 
may  have  lacked  adequate  familiarity  with  exactly  what  was  going  on  in  the  building. 

In  recent  we«ks  the  Mayor  has  announced  a  plan  to  require  building  owners 
to  instruct  their  tenants  of  all  emergency  exits  and  further  require  owners  to 
periodically  complete  a  form  certifying  that  this  has  been  done.  The  form  would 
have  to  be  signed  by  the  tenants  and  the  owners  and  copies  would  be  sent  to  the 
Building  Department  and  filed  there.   The  Mayor  also  has  proposed  that  owners  have 
their  buildings  inspected  annually  by  a  registered  engineer  or  architect.  These 
professionals  would  then  certify  the  safety  of  structures  and  report  their  results 
to  the  Building  Department.  In  effect,  this  would  delegate  the  inspectorial  process 
to  competent  professionals  at  no  expense  to  the  City.  While  the  City  clearly  should 
maintain  its  own  qualified  inspection  staff  to  check  complaints  and  monitor  an 


-11- 

"owner-inspection"  system,  both  of  these  recommendations  in  our  opinion  have 
merit  and  could  lead  to  better  control  over  lodging  houses  and  other  forms  of 
residential  housing. 

The  fire  at  173  Marlborough  Street  illustrates  to  us  the  fact  that 
there  is  much  to  be  done  to  improve  the  safety  of  lodging  houses  and  simplify 
and  improve  their  regulation.   The  following  recommendations,  if  carried  out, 
would  go  a  long  way  to  promoting  the  safety  of  lodging  house  tenants  and  estab- 
lishing sound  administrative  procedures  for  residential  housing  inspection 
generally: 

(1)  Building  inspection  and  licensing  procedures  should  be  reorganized 
and  put  under  one  roof.  At  present,  the  Building  Department  would  seem  to  be 
the  logical  choice,  since  it  has  the  building  records  and  inspectors.  As  a 
result  of  consolidation  the  inspection  and  licensing  of  lodging  houses  could 
take  place  on  a  consistent  annual  basis  and  licenses  could  only  be  issued  after 
the  building  certificate  has  been  received.   There  would  be  no  lapse  of  time 
between  the  inspection  of  premises  and  the  issuance  of  a  license.   It  might 
conceivably  be  possible  to  eliminate  the  license  step  entirely  and  instead  require 
the  fee  that  is  now  paid  for  the  license  to  be  applied  against  the  cost  of  the 
inspection  of  the  premises.   After  inspection,  if  the  building  is  found  to  be  in 
compliance  with  the  General  Laws,  an  annual  inspection  certificate  could  then  be 
issued  by  the  Building  Department.   By  eliminating  lodging  house  licenses  entirely 
and  allowing  the  inspection  certificate  to  perform  a  double  function,  one  whole 
cycle  of  City  paperwork  would  be  eliminated. 

(2)  The  health  and  safety  of  lodging  house  residents  is  the  primary 
regulatory  objective.   Egress,  in  addition  to  being  inspected  annually,  should  be 
clearly  described  and  posted  in  each  lodging  house  room  and  in  hallways.   The  Mayor's 
recommendations  in  this  regard  are  appropriate.   In  addition,  the  register  required 
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to  be  kept  in  lodging  houses  should  be  monitored  carefully  by  the  owner  or  their 
manager.   Overnight  guests  should  not  be  permitted  and  the  owners  or  their  mana- 
gers should  be  required  to  enforce  this  policy  and  thereby  ensure  their  premises 
are  not  occupied  in  excess  of  the  maximum  capacity  certified  in  the  building 
inspection  certificate  and  lodging  house  license.   In  general,  the  passing  of 
persons  in  and  out  of  lodging  houses  should  be  better  supervised.   The  General 
Law's  requirement  now  applicable  only  to  apartment  buildings  -  that  the  front 
door  have  a  lock  to  be  fastened  at  all  times  -  should  be  extended  to  apply  to 
lodging  houses  within  the  Commonwealth.   Until  lodging  houses  are  required  to 
have  their  front  doors  locked  at  all  times  by  a  suitable  device,  it  will  be 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  owners  or  their  agents  to  regulate  their  use 
properly. 

(3)  Finally,  the  Fire  Department  should  be  consulted  in  developing 
sound  procedures  for  ensuring  the  safety  of  rental  housing  which  should  then 
become  official  City  policy.   Fire  alarm  systems,  for  example,  seem  to  us  to  be 
not  only  desirable  but  essential  in  all  forms  of  rental  housing,  including  lodg- 
ing houses.   Such  alarm  systems  should  be  sensitive  to  heat  and  smoke,  meet  the 
basic  specifications  and  should  be  tested  regularly  to  ensure  that  they  will  work 
when  needed.   There  can  be  no  greater  protection  to  residents  than  assurance  that 
they  will  be  woken  before  a  fire  has  advanced  to  a  point  where  it  is  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  for  them  to  reach  egress.  We  strongly  recommend  that  the  City 
adopt  an  ordinance  that  fire  alarms  sensitive  to  heat  and  smoke  be  installed  in 
appropriate  locations  in  all  rental  housing  throughout  the  City  of  Boston. 

(4)  In  addition  to  these  recommendations,  the  Mayor's  recommendation 
that  owners  have  their  premises  inspected  annually  by  a  registered  engineer  or 
architect  is  a  sound  one.   It  could  substantially  reduce  the  present  load  on  City 
inspectors  and  produce,  in  the  long  run,  more  effective  supervision  of  rental 


-13- 

housing.   While  there  will  always  be  a  need  for  the  City  to  have  inspectors  of  its 
own,  it  is  reasonable  and  proper  to  pass  as  much  of  the  ministerial  burden  and 
expense  on  owners  who  derive  a  livelihood  from  the  premises. 

The  requirement  of  an  annual  inspection  is  especially  important  for  lodg- 
ing houses  in  view  of  the  special  problems  of  safety  and  public  responsibility  in- 
herent in  the  very  nature  of  such  occupancy.  To  guarantee  such  annual  inspection, 
it  is  recommended  that  an  affidavit  of  annual  inspection  by  an  architect  or  engineer 
be  required  of  every  lodging  house . 

If  these  recommendations  are  carried  out,  we  believe  that  the  public  will 
be  better  protected  and  that  the  fire  hazard  to  City  residents  can  be  substantially 
reduced . 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lawrence  T.  Perera ,  Chairman, 

Joseph  P.  McNamara , 

Russell  S.  Codman,  Jr., 

Frederick  R.  H.  Witherby, 

THE  FINANCE  COMMISSION. 


Thomas  J.  Murphy, 
Executive  Secretary. 


